Supplemental Information
Intraclass Correlation Coefficients
	Table S12 presents Intraclass Correlations Coefficients (ICCs) for the singleton and sibling samples of adolescents.
Measurement Invariance
Pubertal Timing
A confirmatory factor analysis of a single latent variable with two indicators at each wave indicated that a configural model showed acceptable fit indices [singleton: 2(8)=59.38, p<.001, RMSEA=0.03, 90% CI [ 0.02, 0.04], CFI=0.99, SRMR=0.01; sibling: 2(8)=11.55, p<.001, RMSEA=0.01, 90% CI [ 0.00, 0.92], CFI=1.00, SRMR=0.00]. Constraining the factor loadings to be equivalent across time resulted in a significant decrement in model fit [singleton: 2(6)= 862.46, p<.001; sibling: 2(6)=430.81, p<.001], but constraining the intercepts to be equivalent across time did not [singleton: 2(6)=12.32, p=.06; sibling: 2(6)=7.75, p=.26]. Table S21 presents results from establishing partial metric and scalar invariance across time for pubertal timing among the singleton and sibling samples of adolescents.
Covariates
State-Level Structural Sexual Minority Stigma
According to Gordon et al. (2023), structural sexual minority stigma was calculated at the state level and was linked to the ABCD study using participants’ geocoded address (Fan et al., 2021; Hatzenbuehler et al., 2021). Lattanner et al. (2021) measured structural sexual minority stigma using a score that factored the following eight indicators of structural stigma:
1. Presence or absence of 33 protective and discriminatory state laws and policies related to sexual orientation.
2. Explicit attitudes toward acceptance of homosexuality and legality of same-sex marriage.
3. Explicit policy-specific support of rights for sexual minority people and same-sex couples based on public opinion polls. 
4.  Implicit attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women.
5. Proportion of openly sexual minority elected government officials.
6. Proportion of public high schools with Gay-Straight Alliances (or Gender-Sexuality Alliances).
7. Estimated percentage of sexual minority adults in each state.
8. Estimated density of same-sex couples in each state.
Gordon et al. (2023) discussed how the above standardized structural stigma indicators were used to perform a factor analysis, and a structural stigma score was calculated using the standardized factor scoring coefficients generated from the factor analysis for each state (Lattanner et al., 2021). This composite structural sexual minority stigma measure demonstrated construct validity based on significant associations with youth’s interpersonal sexual minority discrimination (one-item; In the past 12 months, have you felt discriminated against because someone thought you were gay, lesbian, or bisexual? 0=no, 1=yes) at Waves 2 and 3 (Wave 2: r = 0.03, p < .001; Wave 3: r = 0.02, p < .05). Thus, we used the continuous structural stigma factor score as a covariate in all inferential models.
Adolescents’ Gender
	For the first time, at Wave 4, youth responded to the question (one item; i.e., What is your current gender identity? 1 = boy, 2 = girl, 3 = another gender (e.g., non-binary). These responses in combination with their parent-reported sex assigned at birth were re-coded to be a new categorical variable that reflected cisgender versus non-cisgender youth (i.e., 0 = cisgender, 1 = non-cisgender).
Missing Data
Singleton Sample
Of the 7,818 singletons recruited at Wave 1, 94% of them returned in Wave 2, 91% of them returned in Wave 3, and 84% of them returned in Wave 4. Attrition was fairly low, as 81% of the sample participated in all four waves, 11% participated in three waves, 5% participated in two waves, and 3% participated in one wave. Youth who participated in more waves were more likely to identify as White (than Black [r=-.12, p<.001] or Latinx [r=-.04, p<.001]), male (than female, r=.04, p<.001), and come from more socioeconomically affluent households, as indicated by their higher levels of parental education (r=.18, p<.001), marital status (r=.10, p<.001), and income (r=.18, p<.001). After adjusting for these demographic variables, semi-partial correlations indicated no significant relations between adolescents’ number of waves completed and their pubertal timing (r-range=-.01-.02, p-range =.08-.12) and sexual minority identities (r-range=-.03-.01, p-range=.34-.57). However, one significant difference emerged at Wave 3 when youth who completed more waves were less likely to identify as sexual minorities (r=-.03, p=.03), but this finding may be due to chance as this result reflected one difference out of eight possible tests. Overall, these missing data patterns suggest the data were conditionally missing at random (MAR; Enders, 2023), prompting us to use Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML) to retain all 7,818 adolescents with any available data.
Sibling Sample
Of the 4,050 siblings recruited at Wave 1, 96% of them returned in Wave 2, 93% of them returned in Wave 3, and 87% of them returned in Wave 4. Attrition here was low as well, as 85% of siblings completed all four waves, 9% completed three waves, 4% completed two waves, and 2% completed only a single wave. Youth who participated in more waves were more likely to identify as White (than Black [r=-.14, p<.001] or Latinx [r=-.07, p<.001]) and come from more socioeconomically affluent households, as indicated by their higher levels of parental education (r=.15, p<.001), marital status (r=.15, p<.001), and income (r=.17, p<.001). Semi-partial correlations accounting for the aforementioned demographic characteristics indicated no significant relations between adolescents’ number of waves completed and their pubertal timing (r-range=-.02=.03, p-range=.15-.71) and sexual minority identities (r-range=-.03-.02, p-range=.10-.47). The missing data patterns among siblings suggested that the data were conditionally MAR, prompting us to use FIML to retain all 4,050 youth with any available data.	
Model Construction
Singleton Sample
	Based on the singleton sample, Table S22 presents our univariate models of change for each key construct: Early adolescents’ sexual minority self-identification and pubertal timing. Starting with sexual minority self-identification, the auto-regressive panel model exhibited excellent fit, 2 (3) = 7.49, p = .06, RMSEA = 0.02 90% CI [ 0.00, 0.03], CFI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.01. However, relative to the auto-regressive panel model, a random intercept model demonstrated a significant decrement in model fit and the random intercept was comprised of non-significant variability. Even after we estimated more sophisticated models that included latent slope and quadratic terms, these additional growth factors did not include significant variability. Therefore, we retained the most parsimonious model (i.e., the auto-regressive panel model) for sexual minority self-identification for subsequent analyses. 
	Turning next to early adolescents’ pubertal timing, a latent growth model with a quadratic term was the best representative of change in adolescents’ pubertal timing over time, as the model fit the data well, 2 (1) = 2.12, p = .14, RMSEA = 0.01 90% CI [ 0.00, 0.03], CFI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.00, and each latent growth factor included significant variability. In addition, chi-square ratio tests illustrated that the latent growth model with a quadratic term produced significantly better fit indices than did the auto-regressive panel model [2 (2) = 82.32, p < .001], the latent intercept model [2 (7) = 2,757.42, p < .001], and the latent growth model [2 (4) = 607.87, p < .001]. Therefore, the latent growth model with a quadratic term was retained for subsequent analyses. 
Sibling Sample
Based on the sibling sample, Table S23 presents our univariate models of change for each key construct: Early adolescents’ sexual minority self-identification and pubertal timing. Like the sibling sample, the auto-regressive panel model for sexual minority self-identification exhibited excellent and the best fit, 2 (3) = 7.49, p = .06, RMSEA = 0.02 90% CI [ 0.00, 0.03], CFI = 0.99, SRMR = 0.01. Therefore, we retained the auto-regressive panel model to depict change over time in sexual minority self-identification for subsequent analyses using the sibling sample. 
Turning next to pubertal timing, a latent growth model with a quadratic term was the best representative of change in adolescents’ pubertal timing over time, as the model fit the data well, 2 (1) = 0.37, p = .54, RMSEA = 0.00 90% CI [ 0.00, 0.03], CFI = 1.00, SRMR = 0.00, and each latent growth factor included significant variability. In addition, chi-square ratio tests illustrated that the latent growth model with a quadratic term produced significantly better fit indices than did the auto-regressive panel model [2 (2) = 38.90, p < .001], the latent intercept model [2 (7) = 1,483.92, p < .001], and the latent growth model [2 (4) = 312.42, p < .001]. Thus, the growth model with a quadratic term was retained for subsequent analyses. 
Moderation Results by Youth’s Sex Assigned at Birth
	Tables S13 and S14 present the rates and mean levels of all study constructs by adolescents’ sex and sexual orientation among the singleton and sibling samples, respectively. Starting with Table S13, there were main effects of sex and sexual orientation on pubertal timing at each wave, wherein sexual minority youth and females experienced more advanced pubertal timing than their heterosexual and male peers. It is not until Waves 2, 3, and 4 when sex and sexual orientation interacted with one another to predict pubertal timing [Wave 1: F(1, 7,716) = 2.65, p = .10; Wave 2: F(1, 7,278) = 16.47, p < .001; Wave 3: F(1, 7,144) = 14.93, p < .001; Wave 4: F(1, 6,700) = 7.65, p < .01], illustrating that the difference in accelerated pubertal timing is wider between sexual minority and heterosexual females than between sexual minority and heterosexual males during the latter three assessments. Interactive effects of sex and sexual orientation on pubertal timing were found in Table S14 for the sibling youth in Waves 1, 2, 3, but not 4 [Wave 1: F(1, 3,792) = 4.96, p < .05; Wave 2: F(1, 3,668) = 8.42, p < .01; Wave 3: F(1, 3,571) = 8.74, p < .01; Wave 4: F(1, 3,391) = 3.07, p = .08], showing larger gaps in advanced pubertal timing between sexual minority and heterosexual females than between sexual minority and heterosexual males during the first three assessments. 
	We also tested whether youth’s sex moderated the longitudinal inter-relations between identity-based discrimination and pubertal timing at Waves 2 and 3. With these two waves of data, we estimated cross-lagged panel models examining the longitudinal inter-relations between discrimination and pubertal timing among both singleton and sibling samples, but our assessment of the moderating role of youth’s sex differed between the two samples. Among the singleton sample, we used youth’s sex as a grouping variable for multi-group analyses and tested whether we could constrain the parameter estimates to be equivalent between male and female youth. Among the sibling sample, however, siblings could differ between each other on sex, and this sex discordance within a multilevel framework violates assumptions for multi-group analyses. Therefore, among the sibling sample, we resorted to interaction terms, wherein we estimated product terms using of youth’s sex, Wave-2 identity-based discrimination, and mean-centered Wave-2 pubertal timing. Next, we regressed Wave-3 identity-based discrimination and Wave-3 pubertal timing on youth’s sex, Wave-2 identity-based discrimination, Wave-2 pubertal timing, and their interactions (i.e., sex x Wave-2 identity-based discrimination, sex x Wave-2 pubertal timing). Ultimately, we found that we could constrain our parameter estimates to be equivalent between male and female youth among the singleton sample, and we found that the interaction terms did not significantly predict our Wave-3 outcomes among the sibling sample (B-range=-0.06-0.01, p-range=.47-.54), suggesting that youth’s sex did not moderate the longitudinal relations between identity-based discrimination and pubertal timing.
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Table S1
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-1 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,803)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 26)
	Maybe youth
(n = 74)
	No youth
(n = 5,804)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 1,899)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	46.20
	64.90
	47.90
	50.00
	2 (9) = 49.00, p < .001

	Black
	%
	23.10
	05.40
	16.90
	11.30
	--

	Latinx
	%
	11.50
	17.60
	22.50
	24.30
	--

	Other
	%
	19.20
	12.20
	12.70
	14.40
	--

	Females
	%
	65.40
	63.50
	45.50
	51.60
	2 (3) = 32.86, p < .001

	Males
	%
	34.60
	36.50
	54.50
	48.40
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	11.50
	06.80
	01.90
	02.00
	2 (3) = 20.26, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.58 (0.50)a, b
	09.49 (0.50)b
	09.51 (0.51)b
	09.33 (0.47)a
	F(3, 7791) = 61.74, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	65.40
	78.40
	70.90
	76.70
	2 (3) = 25.13, p < .001

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.15 (2.59)a, b
	16.98 (1.89)a, b
	16.20 (2.77)a
	16.54 (2.92)b
	F(3, 7790) = 8.50, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	06.19 (3.11)a, c
	07.75 (1.80)b, d
	07.03 (2.51)a, b
	07.30 (2.38)c, d
	F(3, 7094) = 7.62, p < .001

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	00.00
	04.10
	03.40
	04.70
	2 (3) = 7.34, p = .06

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	12.40 (10.87)a, b
	13.11 (9.56)a, b
	14.34 (12.18)a
	12.37 (10.65)b
	F(3, 7500) = 13.02, p < .001

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.44 (0.77)
	 -0.57 (0.86)
	 -0.36 (0.89)
	 -0.39 (0.91)
	F(3, 7799) = 1.84, p = .14

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.62 (0.97)a
	00.12 (0.74)b
	00.05 (0.82)b
	00.01 (0.79)b
	F(3, 7797) = 6.08, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.59 (0.83)a
	00.30 (0.85)a, b
	00.05 (0.90)b, c
	00.02 (0.85)c
	F(3, 7298) = 5.82, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.58 (1.00)a
	00.29 (0.86)a, b
	00.05 (0.93)b
	00.02 (0.91)b
	F(3, 7158) = 4.76, p < .01

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.58 (0.98)a
	00.30 (0.85)a, b
	00.05 (0.92)b
	00.02 (0.93)b
	F(3, 6711) = 4.42, p < .01

	Note. 1 15 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.




	
Table S2
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-2 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,291)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 108)
	Maybe youth
(n = 179)
	No youth
(n = 6,327)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 677)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	53.70
	58.70
	49.80
	49.50
	2 (9) = 18.45, p < .05

	Black
	%
	14.80
	11.20
	15.10
	10.80
	--

	Latinx
	%
	21.30
	18.40
	22.10
	25.30
	--

	Other
	%
	10.20
	11.70
	13.00
	14.50
	--

	Females
	%
	87.00
	75.40
	45.50
	47.30
	2 (3) = 133.57, p < .001

	Males
	%
	13.00
	24.60
	54.50
	52.70
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	17.60
	17.90
	01.40
	01.80
	2 (3) = 369.65, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.54 (0.50)a, b
	09.60 (0.51)a
	09.48 (0.51)b
	9.26 (0.45)c
	F(3, 7280) = 44.74, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	64.80
	75.30
	73.10
	76.50
	2 (3) = 8.10, p < .05

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.31 (2.38)
	16.66 (2.40)
	16.39 (2.77)
	16.29 (2.87)
	F(3, 7280) = 0.86, p = .46

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.08 (2.18)
	07.40 (2.00)
	07.20 (2.45)
	07.05 (2.47)
	F(3, 6676) = 1.17, p = .32

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	01.90
	01.10
	03.70
	04.00
	2 (3) = 4.48, p = .21

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	13.99 (10.58)
	14.00 (10.57)
	13.66 (11.86)
	12.88 (10.97)
	F(3, 7031) = 1.00, p = .39

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.40 (0.85)
	 -0.35 (0.87)
	 -0.37 (0.95)
	 -0.27 (0.95)
	F(3, 7287) = 2.52, p = .06

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.61 (0.96)a
	00.38 (0.85)a
	00.01 (0.81)b
	 -0.01 (0.77)b
	F(3, 7285) = 31.20, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.89 (1.00)a
	00.57 (1.00)a
	00.03 (0.88)b
	 -0.06 (0.81)b
	F(3, 7286) = 58.42, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.81 (0.89)a
	00.63 (0.99)a
	00.02 (0.91)b
	 -0.06 (0.89)b
	F(3, 6948) = 52.39, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.73 (0.85)a
	00.55 (0.87)a
	00.03 (0.92)b
	 -0.07 (0.96)c
	F(3, 6536) = 37.56, p < .001

	Note. 1 527 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S3
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-3 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,066)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 370)
	Maybe youth
(n = 306)
	No youth
(n = 6,172)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 218)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	53.80
	53.60
	49.90
	44.00
	2 (9) = 17.58, p < .05

	Black
	%
	12.70
	10.50
	15.00
	12.70
	--

	Latinx
	%
	20.00
	20.30
	22.30
	26.10
	--

	Other
	%
	13.50
	15.70
	12.70
	17.40
	--

	Females
	%
	87.00
	75.20
	42.50
	48.20
	2 (3) = 384.93, p < .001

	Males
	%
	13.00
	24.80
	57.50
	51.80
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	22.20
	11.10
	00.50
	01.40
	2 (3) = 897.86, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.52 (0.50)a
	09.47 (0.50)a
	09.47 (0.50)a
	09.23 (0.43)b
	F(3, 7055) = 16.97, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	67.50
	71.70
	73.50
	75.70
	2 (3) = 7.45, p = .06

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.27 (2.53)a, b
	16.81 (2.24)a
	16.41 (2.76)a, b
	16.10 (2.70)b
	F(3, 7054) = 3.49, p < .05

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	06.97 (2.49)a, b
	07.42 (2.32)a
	07.22 (2.41)a, b
	06.81 (2.60)b
	F(3, 6484) = 3.65, p < .05

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	02.40
	02.60
	03.60
	05.50
	2 (3) = 4.62, p = .20

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	14.61 (10.98)
	12.62 (10.58)
	13.52 (11.73)
	14.11 (11.61)
	F(3, 6823) = 1.80, p = .14

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.43 (0.84)
	 -0.37 (0.87)
	 -0.34 (0.90)
	 -0.38 (0.96)
	F(3, 7062) = 1.12, p = .34

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.52 (0.94)a
	00.06 (0.80)b
	 -0.01 (0.79)b
	00.01 (0.73)b
	F(3, 7061) = 50.91, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.75 (1.04)a
	00.31 (0.92)b
	 -0.02 (0.85)c
	 -0.06 (0.77)c
	F(3, 6869) = 101.63, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.82 (0.90)a
	00.43 (0.92)b
	 -0.02 (0.90)c
	 -0.06 (0.89)c
	F(3, 7057) = 119.67, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.73 (0.78)a
	00.46 (0.85)b
	 -0.01 (0.92)c
	 -0.08 (0.95)c
	F(3, 6487) = 90.07, p < .001

	Note. 1 752 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.




	
Table S4
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-4 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 6,604)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 623)
	Maybe youth
(n = 426)
	No youth
(n = 5,447)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 108)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	49.10
	55.40
	50.90
	39.80
	2 (9) = 16.35, p = .06

	Black
	%
	13.20
	11.00
	13.50
	13.00
	--

	Latinx
	%
	23.10
	18.80
	22.90
	29.60
	--

	Other
	%
	14.60
	14.80
	12.70
	17.60
	--

	Females
	%
	81.70
	76.80
	39.80
	37.00
	2 (3) = 569.34, p < .001

	Males
	%
	18.30
	23.20
	60.20
	63.00
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	19.40
	04.20
	00.30
	00.90
	2 (3) = 894.58, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.49 (0.51)a
	09.43 (0.50)a
	09.47 (0.51)a
	09.23 (0.44)b
	F(3, 6595) = 9.97, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	69.50
	77.80
	74.60
	72.00
	2 (3) = 10.90, p < .05

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.26 (2.63)a
	17.00 (2.34)b
	16.48 (2.73)a
	15.96 (3.03)a
	F(3, 6595) = 7.98, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	06.98 (2.47)a
	07.70 (2.08)b
	07.29 (2.38)c
	06.35 (2.78)a
	F(3, 6075) = 12.28, p < .001

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	04.00
	02.10
	03.80
	03.70
	2 (3) = 3.35, p = .34

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	14.64 (11.34)a
	11.85 (10.09)b
	13.18 (11.40)b, c
	15.71 (11.75)a, c
	F(3, 6382) = 6.83, p < .001

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.40 (0.84)
	 -0.44 (0.88)
	 -0.33 (0.91)
	 -0.29 (0.99)
	F(3, 6600) = 2.64, p = .05

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.30 (0.89)a
	00.13 (0.84)b
	 -0.03 (0.78)c
	00.08 (0.72)b, c
	F(3, 6599) = 37.91, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.54 (1.00)a
	00.31 (0.92)b
	 -0.06 (0.84)c
	 -0.09 (0.73)c
	F(3, 6436) = 105.96, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.62 (0.93)a
	00.46 (0.94)b
	 -0.07 (0.88)c
	 -0.21 (0.85)c
	F(3, 6456) = 149.68, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.68 (0.79)a
	00.50 (0.87)b
	 -0.06 (0.90)c
	 -0.16 (0.93)c
	F(3, 6596) = 169.10, p < .001

	Note. 1 1,214 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S5
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-1 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 4,046)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 13)
	Maybe youth
(n = 38)
	No youth
(n = 2,893)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 1,102)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	53.80
	68.40
	56.60
	63.90
	2 (9) = 36.10, p < .001

	Black
	%
	15.40
	07.90
	16.10
	09.40
	--

	Latinx
	%
	15.40
	07.90
	15.50
	15.30
	--

	Other
	%
	15.40
	15.80
	11.80
	11.30
	--

	Females
	%
	53.80
	55.30
	47.20
	54.00
	2 (3) = 15.50, p = .001

	Males
	%
	46.20
	44.70
	52.80
	46.00
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	15.40
	10.50
	00.90
	01.30
	2 (3) = 56.57, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.38 (0.51)a, b
	09.39 (0.55)a, b
	09.55 (0.50)a
	09.41 (0.50)b
	F(3, 4040) = 23.73, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	84.60
	68.40
	73.00
	84.60
	2 (3) = 61.36, p < .001

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.58 (2.27)a, b
	17.09 (1.93)a, b
	16.44 (2.50)a
	16.84 (2.44)b
	F(3, 4037) = 7.48, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.83 (1.11)a, b
	07.82 (2.11)a, b
	07.36 (2.36)a
	07.71 (2.08)b
	F(3, 3732) = 6.35, p < .001

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	00.00
	02.60
	01.20
	02.00
	2 (3) = 4.45, p = .22

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	19.14 (23.32)a
	12.96 (10.75)a, b
	12.15 (11.47)a
	10.18 (9.12)b
	F(3, 3698) = 10.01, p < .001

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.07 (0.83)
	 -0.27 (0.73)
	 -0.15 (0.77)
	 -0.15 (0.86)
	F(3, 4042) = 0.34, p = .80

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	 -0.13 (0.69)a, b
	00.12 (0.78)a, b
	 -0.06 (0.82)a
	 -0.13 (0.78)b
	F(3, 4042) = 3.09, p < .05

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.32 (1.06)a, b
	00.00 (0.89)a, b
	 -0.06 (0.90)a
	 -0.17 (0.79)b
	F(3, 3890) = 4.94, p < .01

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.06 (1.13)a, b
	00.06 (0.94)a, b
	 -0.06 (0.93)a
	 -0.15 (0.88)b
	F(3, 3782) = 2.75, p < .05

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.05 (1.11)
	00.08 (0.99)
	 -0.07 (0.94)
	 -0.13 (0.94)
	F(3, 3587) = 1.16, p = .32

	Note. 1 4 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.




	
Table S6
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-2 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 3,884)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 28)
	Maybe youth
(n = 78)
	No youth
(n = 3,434)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 344)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	64.30
	66.70
	58.40
	69.20
	2 (9) = 13.03, p < .01

	Black
	%
	14.30
	10.30
	14.00
	07.80
	--

	Latinx
	%
	07.10
	09.00
	15.60
	14.00
	--

	Other
	%
	14.30
	14.10
	12.10
	09.00
	--

	Females
	%
	89.30
	76.90
	47.60
	53.20
	2 (3) = 47.70, p < .001

	Males
	%
	10.70
	23.10
	52.40
	46.80
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	14.30
	11.50
	00.90
	00.60
	2 (3) = 118.95, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.46 (0.51)a, b
	9.67 (0.47)b
	9.53 (0.50)b
	09.33 (0.49)a
	F(3, 3879) = 18.25, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	67.90
	66.70
	76.40
	85.40
	2 (3) = 20.23, p < .001

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.02 (2.40)
	16.85 (2.28)
	16.58 (2.49)
	16.85 (2.33)
	F(3, 3875) = 2.04, p = .11

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	06.88 (2.50)
	07.30 (2.35)
	07.51 (2.25)
	07.58 (2.10)
	F(3, 3591) = 0.97, p = .40

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	00.00
	02.60
	01.50
	00.90
	2 (3) = 1.96, p = .58

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	13.02 (13.87)
	12.52 (13.08)
	11.52 (10.79)
	10.52 (9.97)
	F(3, 3561) = 1.25, p = .29

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.02 (0.74)
	 -0.13 (0.74)
	 -0.16 (0.79)
	 -0.07 (0.88)
	F(3, 3880) = 1.42, p = .24

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.56 (1.02)a
	00.32 (1.00)a
	 -0.10 (0.80)b
	 -0.21 (0.68)c
	F(3, 3880) = 16.18, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.76 (0.98)a
	00.60 (1.03)a
	 -0.10 (0.87)b
	 -0.24 (0.74)c
	F(3, 3875) = 28.83, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.69 (0.96)a
	00.49 (0.95)a
	 -0.09 (0.91)b
	 -0.23 (0.87)c
	F(3, 3722) = 19.71, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.66 (0.73)a
	00.35 (0.91)a
	 -0.09 (0.93)b
	 -0.27 (0.95)c
	F(3, 3529) = 14.04, p < .001

	Note. 1 166 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.




	
Table S7
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-3 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 3,731)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 105)
	Maybe youth
(n = 110)
	No youth
(n = 3,394)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 122)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	54.30
	63.60
	59.90
	63.90
	2 (9) = 6.67, p = .67

	Black
	%
	13.30
	11.80
	13.50
	08.20
	--

	Latinx
	%
	15.20
	14.50
	14.90
	15.60
	--

	Other
	%
	17.10
	10.00
	11.80
	12.30
	--

	Females
	%
	86.70
	84.50
	46.40
	56.60
	2 (3) = 127.37, p < .001

	Males
	%
	13.30
	15.50
	53.60
	43.40
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	15.20
	07.30
	00.60
	00.80
	2 (3) = 224.44, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.58 (0.51)a
	9.58 (0.49)a
	9.51 (0.51)a
	9.28 (0.45)b
	F(3, 3725) = 10.06, p < .001

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	67.60
	71.80
	77.80
	81.00
	2 (3) = 8.90, p < .05

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.90 (2.18)
	16.98 (2.42)
	16.60 (2.47)
	16.92 (2.26)
	F(3, 3722) = 1.30, p = .27

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	7.29 (2.26)
	07.65 (1.94)
	07.54 (2.24)
	07.18 (2.22)
	F(3, 3454) = 1.44, p = .23

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	02.90
	01.80
	01.40
	01.60
	2 (3) = 1.47, p = .69

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	14.72 (14.14)a
	10.68 (10.36)b
	11.28 (10.59)b
	11.59 (10.13)a, b
	F(3, 3420) = 18.25, p < .05

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.25 (0.78)
	 -0.17 (0.79)
	 -0.13 (0.79)
	 -0.06 (0.90)
	F(3, 3727) = 1.22, p = .30

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.25 (0.90)a
	00.31 (1.09)a
	 -0.11 (0.79)b
	 -0.18 (0.73)b
	F(3, 3727) = 18.25, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.52 (1.01)a
	00.43 (1.05)a
	 -0.13 (0.86)b
	 -0.21 (0.75)b
	F(3, 3675) = 18.25, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.62 (0.81)a
	00.50 (0.95)a
	 -0.12 (0.90)b
	 -0.19 (0.89)b
	F(3, 3726) = 18.25, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.60 (0.75)a
	00.50 (0.89)a
	 -0.12 (0.93)b
	 -0.20 (0.96)b
	F(3, 3481) = 18.25, p < .001

	Note. 1 319 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S8
Demographic Characteristics by Wave-4 Sexual-Orientation Self-Identification for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 3,520)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Yes youth
(n = 245)
	Maybe youth
(n = 142)
	No youth
(n = 3,061)
	Do not understand this question youth (n = 72)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	54.30
	60.60
	61.10
	55.60
	2 (9) = 17.97, p < .05

	Black
	%
	11.80
	09.20
	12.90
	12.50
	--

	Latinx
	%
	15.90
	12.70
	14.80
	18.10
	--

	Other
	%
	18.00
	17.60
	11.10
	13.90
	--

	Females
	%
	87.30
	80.30
	44.80
	50.00
	2 (3) = 220.99, p < .001

	Males
	%
	12.70
	19.70
	55.20
	50.00
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	14.30
	04.20
	00.10
	00.00
	2 (3) = 391.95, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.52 (0.51)
	09.57 (0.49)
	09.51 (0.51)
	09.40 (0.49)
	F(3, 3514) = 1.91, p = .12

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	68.60
	78.20
	79.00
	76.10
	2 (3) = 14.62, p < .01

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.69 (2.31)
	17.02 (2.20)
	16.65 (2.46)
	16.90 (2.29)
	F(3, 3512) = 1.27, p = .28

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.24 (2.24)
	07.62 (2.03)
	07.61 (2.18)
	07.43 (1.99)
	F(3, 3273) = 2.31, p = .07

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	02.00
	00.70
	01.50
	00.00
	2 (3) = 2.22, p = .53

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	12.00 (10.69)
	11.32 (10.44)
	11.12 (10.28)
	10.20 (10.86)
	F(3, 3229) = 0.67, p = .57

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.19 (0.77)
	 -0.20 (0.75)
	 -0.13 (0.80)
	 -0.03 (0.84)
	F(3, 3516) = 1.12, p = .34

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.13 (0.87)a
	00.19 (0.94)a
	 -0.13 (0.78)b
	 -0.01 (0.88)a, b
	F(3, 3526) = 15.21, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.41 (0.99)a
	00.26 (1.07)a
	 -0.16 (0.83)b
	 -0.26 (0.74)b
	F(3, 3466) = 43.18, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.57 (0.83)a
	00.35 (0.92)a
	 -0.16 (0.89)b
	 -0.20 (0.94)b
	F(3, 3461) = 62.18, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.56 (0.79)a
	00.41 (0.82)a
	 -0.16 (0.92)b
	 -0.29 (1.06)b
	F(3, 3515) = 63.32, p < .001

	Note. 1 530 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.




	
Table S9
An Unconditional Autoregressive Latent Trajectory Model among Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,818)

	Pathway
	B (SE)
	

	Stability coefficients (t  t + 1)
	
	

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.99 (0.06)***
	 0.07

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.99 (0.06)***
	 0.61

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.99 (0.06)***
	 0.73

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.55 (0.05)***
	 0.07

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.55 (0.05)***
	 0.48

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.55 (0.05)***
	 0.53

	Pubertal timing Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.02 (0.06)
	 0.04

	Pubertal timing Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.02 (0.06)
	 0.04

	Pubertal timing Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.02 (0.06)
	 0.04

	Within-wave covariation (t  t)
	
	

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 1
	 0.00 (0.00)
	 0.12

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.11 (0.01)***
	 0.23

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.11 (0.01)***
	 0.26

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.11 (0.01)***
	 0.63

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 1
	 0.00 (0.00)
	 0.03

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.09 (0.01)***
	 0.20

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.09 (0.01)***
	 0.22

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.09 (0.01)***
	 0.55

	Cross-lagged effects (t  t + 1)
	
	

	Pubertal timing Year 1  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.21 (0.02)***
	 0.17

	Pubertal timing Year 2  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.21 (0.02)***
	 0.11

	Pubertal timing Year 3  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.21 (0.02)***
	 0.09

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.13 (0.01)***
	 0.01

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.13 (0.01)***
	 0.14

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.13 (0.01)***
	 0.23

	Pubertal timing Year 1  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.11 (0.02)***
	 0.09

	Pubertal timing Year 2  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.11 (0.02)***
	 0.09

	Pubertal timing Year 3  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.11 (0.02)***
	 0.09

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.07 (0.02)***
	 0.01

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 3 
	 0.07 (0.02)***
	 0.07

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 4 
	 0.07 (0.02)***
	 0.08

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2 
	 0.48 (0.10)***
	 0.06

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3 
	 0.48 (0.10)***
	 0.29

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.48 (0.10)***
	 0.24

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	-0.04 (0.04)
	 0.00

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	-0.04 (0.04)
	-0.03

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	-0.04 (0.04)
	-0.05

	Covariation between latent growth factors 
	
	

	Intercept Pubertal timing  Slope Pubertal timing 
	-0.10 (0.04)*
	-0.24

	Intercept Pubertal timing  Quadratic Pubertal timing
	 0.00 (0.01)
	 0.00

	Slope Pubertal timing   Quadratic Pubertal timing
	-0.08 (0.02)**
	-0.86

	Intercepts 
	Intercept Pubertal timing
	Slope Pubertal timing
	Quadratic Pubertal timing

	B (SE)
	0.04 (0.01)***
	0.00 (0.01)
	0.00 (0.00)

	Variances
	Intercept Pubertal timing
	Slope Pubertal timing
	Quadratic Pubertal timing

	B (SE)
	0.55 (0.08)***
	0.31 (0.09)***
	0.03 (0.01)***

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. 
	



	
Table S10
An Unconditional Autoregressive Latent Trajectory Model among 4,050 Adolescents Nested in 1,989 Households

	Pathway
	B (SE)
	

	Stability coefficients (t  t + 1)
	
	

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.43 (0.08)***
	 0.29

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.43 (0.08)*** 
	 0.26

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.43 (0.08)***
	 0.29

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.16 (0.04)***
	 0.12

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.16 (0.04)***
	 0.13

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.16 (0.04)***
	 0.14

	Pubertal timing Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.11 (0.07)
	 0.10

	Pubertal timing Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.11 (0.07)
	 0.11

	Pubertal timing Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.11 (0.07)
	 0.11

	Within-wave covariation (t  t)
	
	

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 1
	 0.00 (0.00)
	 0.00

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.01 (0.00)**
	 0.09

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.01 (0.00)**
	 0.06

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.01 (0.00)**
	 0.07

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 1
	 0.00 (0.00)
	 0.00

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.01 (0.00)**
	 0.05

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.01 (0.00)**
	 0.05

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.01 (0.00)**
	 0.08

	Cross-lagged effects (t  t + 1)
	
	

	Pubertal timing Year 1  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.01 (0.00)***
	 0.08

	Pubertal timing Year 2  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.01 (0.00)***
	 0.05

	Pubertal timing Year 3  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.01 (0.00)***
	 0.03

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.27 (0.08)***
	 0.02

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.27 (0.08)***
	 0.03

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.27 (0.08)***
	 0.06

	Pubertal timing Year 1  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.01 (0.00)***
	 0.06

	Pubertal timing Year 2  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.01 (0.00)***
	 0.05

	Pubertal timing Year 3  ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.01 (0.00)***
	 0.05

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   Pubertal timing Year 2
	 0.17 (0.06)***
	 0.03

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   Pubertal timing Year 3
	 0.17 (0.06)***
	 0.04

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   Pubertal timing Year 4
	 0.17 (0.06)***
	 0.04

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	 0.14 (0.04)***
	 0.17

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	 0.14 (0.04)***
	 0.14

	‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3  ‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	 0.14 (0.04)***
	 0.11

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 1   ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2
	-0.11 (0.04)*
	-0.05

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 2   ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3
	-0.11 (0.04)*
	-0.06

	‘Yes’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 3   ‘Maybe’ (vs. ‘No’) SMSI Year 4
	-0.11 (0.04)*
	-0.09

	Covariation between latent growth factors 
	
	

	Intercept Pubertal timing  Slope Pubertal timing 
	-0.03 (0.02)
	-0.31

	Intercept Pubertal timing  Quadratic Pubertal timing
	 0.00 (0.00)
	 0.09

	Slope Pubertal timing   Quadratic Pubertal timing
	-0.01 (0.01)
	-0.05

	Intercepts 
	Intercept Pubertal timing
	Slope Pubertal timing
	Quadratic Pubertal timing

	B (SE)
	0.00 (0.00)
	0.00 (0.00)
	0.00 (0.00)

	Variances
	Intercept Pubertal timing
	Slope Pubertal timing
	Quadratic Pubertal timing

	B (SE)
	0.10 (0.03)**
	0.07 (0.03)*
	0.01 (0.00)*

	Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001. 
	



	
Table S11
Demographic Characteristics by Diverse Sexual-Orientations for Sample of Early Adolescent Singletons and Siblings (n = 773)

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Gay youth
(n = 135)
	Bisexual youth
(n = 344)
	Other youth
(n = 85)
	Unsure youth 
(n = 209)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	59.30
	51.50
	63.50
	57.40
	2 (9) = 17.11, p < .05

	Black
	%
	08.10
	10.80
	14.10
	05.30
	--

	Latinx
	%
	21.50
	20.90
	09.40
	20.60
	--

	Other
	%
	11.10
	16.90
	12.90
	16.70
	--

	Females
	%
	75.60
	81.40
	72.90
	78.90
	2 (3) = 3.98, p = .26

	Males
	%
	24.40
	18.60
	27.10
	21.10
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	04.40
	04.10
	01.20
	00.50
	2 (3) = 8.20, p < .05

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.51 (0.50)
	09.58 (0.49)
	09.51 (0.50)
	09.47 (0.50)
	F(3, 769) = 2.11, p = .10

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	75.60
	71.80
	81.20
	78.40
	2 (3) = 4.82, p = .19

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.76 (2.45)a, b
	16.51 (2.82)a
	16.59 (2.68)a, b
	17.29 (2.23)b
	F(3, 769) = 4.08, p < .01

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	7.51 (2.22)a, b
	7.24 (2.39)a
	7.75 (1.96)a, b
	7.86 (1.92)b
	F(3, 723) = 3.67, p < .05

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	04.40
	03.50
	00.00
	04.80
	2 (3) = 4.27, p = .23

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	12.03 (9.71)
	11.97 (9.44)
	11.05 (8.91)
	10.77 (9.00)
	F(3, 769) = 0.91, p = .44

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	-0.24 (0.86)
	-0.38 (0.89)
	-0.28 (0.88)
	-0.37 (0.82)
	F(3, 751) = 1.09, p = .35

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	0.05 (0.81)
	0.16 (0.86)
	0.00 (0.77)
	0.01 (0.86)
	F(3, 769) = 1.71, p = .16

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	0.21 (0.98)
	0.40 (0.98)
	0.24 (0.96)
	0.17 (1.02)
	F(3, 756) = 2.66, p = .05

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	0.41 (0.89)
	0.49 (0.90)
	0.40 (1.00)
	0.27 (0.92)
	F(3, 762) = 2.52, p = .06

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	0.39 (0.84)
	0.51 (0.84)
	0.43 (0.95)
	0.31 (0.86)
	F(3, 755) = 2.39, p = .07

	Note. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.






	Table S12
Intra-Class Correlation Coefficients for Key Study Constructs among Singleton and Sibling Samples

	Singleton sample
	Time 
	Person
	Site
	--

	Pubertal timing
	0.41
	0.56
	0.03
	--

	Sexual minority self-identification
	0.72
	0.27
	0.01
	--

	Sibling sample
	Time
	Person
	Family
	Site

	Pubertal timing
	0.40
	0.23
	0.33
	0.04

	Sexual minority self-identification
	0.72
	0.05
	0.23
	0.00

	Note. To ease computation, the variance decomposition analysis was conducted among a random 15% sub-sample for each group.







	
Table S13
Demographic Characteristics for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,722)1

	
	
	Sexual minority youth
	
	Heterosexual youth
	
	

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Females 
(n = 1,069)
	Males 
(n = 322)
	Females 
(n = 2,562)
	Males 
(n = 3,769)
	
One-way ANOVA / 2 test

	White
	%
	49.60
	 58.10
	46.80
	 48.90
	2 (9) = 29.62, p < .001

	Black
	%
	13.10
	 10.60
	17.00
	 15.50
	--

	Latinx
	%
	21.80
	 18.90
	23.20
	 23.10
	--

	Other
	%
	15.50
	 12.40
	12.90
	 12.50
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	12.60
	 10.10
	00.20
	 00.10
	2 (3) = 723.22, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.46 (0.50)
	 09.52 (0.52)
	09.46 (0.51)
	 09.46 (0.51)
	F(3, 7710) = 1.44, p = .23

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	70.80
	 76.60
	71.80
	 72.80
	2 (3) = 4.92, p = .18

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.45 (2.57)a, c
	 16.78 (2.34)a
	16.18 (2.96)b
	 16.28 (2.78)b, c
	F(3, 7709) = 5.80, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.16 (2.44)
	 07.39 (2.24)
	7.07 (2.50)
	 7.09 (2.49)
	F(3, 7023) = 1.54, p = .20

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	03.30
	 02.20
	04.30
	 03.60
	2 (3) = 5.31, p = .15

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	14.01 (11.40)
	 12.73 (10.07)
	13.74 (11.94)
	 14.00 (12.08)
	F(3, 7422) = 1.23, p = .30

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.43 (0.85)a
	  -0.40 (0.88)a, b
	 -0.36 (0.90)a, b
	  -0.35 (0.90)b
	F(3, 7718) = 2.54, p = .05

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.35 (0.90)a
	0-0.09 (0.72)b
	00.21 (0.87)c
	0-0.15 (0.70)b
	F(3, 7716) = 164.44, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.64 (0.95)a
	0-0.25 (0.70)b
	00.36 (0.90)c
	0-0.30 (0.68)b
	F(3, 7278) = 549.93, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.79 (0.83)a
	0-0.34 (0.72)b
	00.49 (0.84)c
	0-0.43 (0.70)b
	F(3, 7144) = 1046.16, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.82 (0.67)a
	0-0.32 (0.76)b
	00.53 (0.78)c
	0-0.46 (0.75)d
	F(3, 6700) = 1180.20, p < .001

	Note. 1 93 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification at each wave, and 3 youth did not have data on parent-reported children’s sex assigned at birth; therefore, 96 youth were not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S14
Demographic Characteristics for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 4,006)1

	
	
	Sexual minority youth
	
	Heterosexual youth
	
	

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Females 
(n = 411)
	Males 
(n = 103)
	Females 
(n = 1,552)
	Males 
(n = 1,940)
	
One-way ANOVA / 2 test

	White youth
	%
	56.00
	65.00
	57.80
	59.60
	2 (9) = 23.69, p < .01

	Black youth
	%
	13.10
	06.80
	16.10
	13.10
	--

	Latinx youth
	%
	15.80
	09.70
	15.70
	15.30
	--

	Other youth of color
	%
	15.10
	18.40
	10.40
	11.90
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	08.80
	07.80
	02.20
	00.00
	2 (3) = 294.39, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.50 (0.51)a, b
	09.61 (0.49)a, b
	09.49 (0.51)a
	09.53 (0.50)b
	F(3, 4000) = 3.94, p < .01

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	70.60
	77.70
	77.30
	76.50
	2 (3) = 8.47, p < .05

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.66 (2.34)a, b
	17.38 (2.05)a
	16.46 (2.58)b
	16.57 (2.45)b
	F(3, 3997) = 4.79, p < .01

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.34 (2.19)
	07.81 (2.01)
	07.49 (2.31)
	07.45 (2.31)
	F(3, 3698) = 1.21, p = .30

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	01.50
	02.90
	01.20
	01.50
	2 (3) = 2.13, p = .54

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	12.99 (12.32)a
	09.49 (9.51)a, b
	11.57 (10.89)a, b
	11.03 (10.33)b
	F(3, 3660) = 3.39, p < .05

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.20 (0.77)a, b
	-0.33 (0.77)a
	-0.12 (0.80)b
	-0.16 (0.79)a, b
	F(3, 4002) = 3.46, p < .05

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.27 (0.92)a
	-0.26 (0.65)b
	00.06 (0.87)c
	-0.26 (0.69)b
	F(3, 4002) = 76.84, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	00.48 (1.00)a
	-0.36 (0.75)b
	00.16 (0.90)c
	-0.40 (0.69)b
	F(3, 3877) = 209.99, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	00.63 (0.80)a
	-0.52 (0.67)b
	00.31 (0.90)c
	-0.52 (0.71)b
	F(3, 3773) = 422.90, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	00.66 (0.72)a
	-0.49 (0.79)b
	00.35 (0.82)c
	-0.59 (0.77)b
	F(3, 3576) = 500.11, p < .001

	Note. 1 44 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification at each wave and were, therefore, not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S15
Demographic Characteristics for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,725)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Heterosexual youth (n = 6,334)
	Sexual minority youth (n = 1,391)
	Independent samples 
t-test or 2 test

	White
	%
	 48.10
	51.50
	2 (3) = 18.40, p < .001

	Black
	%
	 16.10
	12.50
	--

	Latinx
	%
	 23.20
	21.10
	--

	Other
	%
	 12.70
	14.80
	--

	Females
	%
	 40.50
	76.90
	2 (1) = 606.02, p = .001

	Males
	%
	 59.50
	23.10
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	 00.10
	10.90
	2 (1) = 651.29, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	 09.46 (0.50)
	09.47 (0.50)
	t(7715) = 0.92, p = .35

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	 72.40
	72.20
	2 (1) = 0.03, p = .86

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	 16.24 (2.86)
	16.53 (2.52)
	t(2243) = 3.73, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	 07.09 (2.49)
	07.21 (2.39)
	t(1933) = 1.64, p = .10

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	 03.90
	03.00
	2 (1) = 2.29, p = .13

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	 13.89 (12.02)
	13.71 (11.11)
	t(2095) = 0.55, p = .58

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	  -0.36 (0.90)
	 -0.42 (0.87)
	t(2107) = 2.67, p < .01

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	 00.00 (0.79)
	00.24 (0.88)
	t(1921) = 9.66, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	0-0.04 (0.85)
	00.43 (0.98)
	t(1842) = 16.38, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	0-0.06 (0.88)
	00.53 (0.94)
	t(1958) = 21.41, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	0-0.07 (0.90)
	00.55 (0.87)
	t(2071) = 23.55, p < .001

	Note. 1 93 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table.




	
Table S16
Demographic Characteristics for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 4,006)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Heterosexual youth
(n = 3,492)
	Sexual minority youth (n = 514)
	Independent samples 
t-test or 2 test

	White youth
	%
	 59.00
	58.50
	2 (3) = 9.45, p < .05

	Black youth
	%
	 14.30
	11.80
	--

	Latinx youth
	%
	 15.40
	13.90
	--

	Other youth of color
	%
	 11.30
	15.80
	--

	Females
	%
	 44.10
	80.90
	2 (1) = 220.04, p = .001

	Males
	%
	 55.90
	19.70
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	 00.00
	08.70
	2 (1) = 283.31, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	 09.52
	09.53
	t(3792) = 0.54, p = .59

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	 76.90
	71.20
	2 (1) = 7.68, p < .01

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	 16.55 (2.50)
	16.87 (2.26)
	t(661) = 2.85, p < .01

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	 07.49 (2.31)
	07.47 (2.14)
	t(3506) = 0.14, p = .89

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	 01.10
	01.50
	2 (1) = 0.41, p = .52

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	 11.27 (10.57)
	12.29 (11.88)
	t(535) = 1.70, p = .09

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.14 (0.79)
	 -0.23 (0.77)
	t(4004) = 2.40, p < .01

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	0-0.11 (0.80)
	00.16 (0.90)
	t(595) = 6.24, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	0-0.15 (0.84)
	00.34 (1.02)
	t(570) = 9.93, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	0-0.15 (0.90)
	00.42 (0.90)
	t(373) = 12.76, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	0-0.17 (0.93)
	00.44 (0.87)
	t(634) = 13.76, p < .001

	Note. 1 44 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table.



	
Table S17
Demographic Characteristics for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,725)1

	
	
	Low state-level structural 
sexual minority stigma
	
	High state-level structural sexual minority stigma
	
	

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Heterosexual youth (n = 4,387)
	Sexual minority youth (n = 1,011)
	Heterosexual youth (n = 1,947)
	Sexual minority youth (n = 380)
	
One-way ANOVA / 2 test

	White
	%
	43.20
	50.20
	58.90
	55.00
	2 (9) = 302.48, p < .001

	Black
	%
	15.30
	11.70
	18.00
	14.70
	--

	Latinx
	%
	28.50
	24.80
	11.20
	11.30
	--

	Other
	%
	13.00
	13.30
	11.90
	18.90
	--

	Female youth
	%
	40.50
	77.70
	40.50
	74.50
	2 (9) = 607.21, p < .001

	Male youth
	%
	59.50
	22.30
	59.50
	25.50
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	00.10
	10.50
	00.20
	11.80
	2 (3) = 653.90, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	9.46 (0.51)
	09.48 (0.50)
	09.46 (0.51)
	09.45 (0.51)
	F(3, 7713) = 0.59, p = .62

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	71.50
	72.20
	74.50
	72.00
	2 (3) = 6.10, p = .11

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.12 (3.03)a
	16.57 (2.62)b
	16.53 (2.38)b
	16.43 (2.24)a, b
	F(3, 7712) = 13.87, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.06 (2.58)
	07.29 (2.42)
	07.14 (2.30)
	06.99 (2.32)
	F(3, 7025) = 2.42, p = .06

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	04.70
	03.70
	02.10
	01.30
	2 (3) = 30.82, p < .001

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	14.46 (12.35)a
	13.73 (11.06)a, b
	12.63 (11.15)b
	13.67 (11.28)a, b
	F(3, 7425) = 10.45, p < .001

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 2
	%
	02.50
	09.10
	 03.30
	10.80
	2 (3) = 126.93, p < .001

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 3
	%
	02.60
	16.90
	 02.60
	19.40
	2 (3) = 463.73, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	00.01 (0.79)a
	00.26 (0.89)b
	-0.03 (0.80)a
	00.21 (0.84)b
	F(3, 7719) = 37.48, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	-0.02 (0.84)a
	00.45 (0.98)b
	-0.08 (0.86)a
	00.39 (0.97)b
	F(3, 7281) = 109.63, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	-0.05 (0.89)a
	00.55 (0.92)b
	-0.11 (0.88)a
	00.49 (0.97)b
	F(3, 7147) = 166.53, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	-0.05 (0.90)a
	00.57 (0.83)b
	-0.12 (0.91)c
	00.52 (0.89)b
	F(3, 6703) = 174.39, p < .001

	Note. 1 93 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification at each wave and were not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S18
Demographic Characteristics for Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 4,006)1

	
	
	Low state-level structural sexual minority stigma
	
	High state-level structural sexual minority stigma
	
	

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Heterosexual youth (n = 1,935)
	Sexual minority youth (n = 318)
	Heterosexual youth (n = 1,557)
	Sexual minority youth (n = 196)
	
One-way ANOVA / 2 test

	White youth
	%
	55.70
	54.70
	62.70
	62.80
	2 (9) = 175.50, p < .001

	Black youth
	%
	11.40
	11.60
	18.40
	12.20
	--

	Latinx youth
	%
	22.00
	18.20
	07.40
	08.70
	--

	Other youth of color
	%
	11.00
	15.40
	11.60
	16.30
	--

	Female youth
	%
	42.40
	78.00
	46.90
	83.20
	2 (9) = 234.52, p < .001

	Male youth
	%
	57.60
	22.00
	53.10
	16.80
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	00.10
	08.80
	00.00
	08.20
	2 (3) = 294.10, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	9.52 (0.50)
	09.51 (0.51)
	9.50 (0.51)
	09.54 (0.51)
	F(3, 4000) = 0.49, p = .69

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	77.90
	72.60
	75.50
	70.90
	2 (3) = 8.72, p < .05

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.45 (2.71)a
	16.92 (2.33)b
	16.61 (2.23)a, b
	16.61 (2.26)a, b
	F(3, 3997) = 3.68, p < .05

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.54 (2.35)
	07.61 (2.15)
	07.38 (2.24)
	07.13 (2.16)
	F(3, 3698) = 2.93, p = .05

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	01.90
	01.90
	00.80
	01.50
	2 (3) = 7.89, p < .05

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	11.58 (10.90)
	12.68 (12.40)
	11.49 (10.72)
	12.03 (11.51)
	F(3, 3660) = 1.06, p = .36

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 2
	%
	02.30
	09.00
	 02.90
	17.10
	2 (3) = 121.24, p < .001

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 3
	%
	02.00
	16.80
	 02.90
	23.50
	2 (3) = 280.59, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	-0.13 (0.78)a
	00.14 (0.89)b
	-0.10 (0.81)a
	00.19 (0.90)b
	F(3, 4002) = 18.81, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	-0.17 (0.81)a
	00.27 (0.98)b
	-0.12 (0.87)a
	00.38 (1.06)b
	F(3, 3877) = 43.74, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	-0.17 (0.89)a
	00.36 (0.91)b
	-0.13 (0.91)a
	00.45 (0.89)b
	F(3, 3773) = 55.08, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	-0.18 (0.92)a
	00.41 (0.89)b
	-0.15 (0.92)a
	00.46 (0.83)b
	F(3, 3576) = 59.89, p < .001

	Note. 1 44 youth did not have sexual minority self-identification at each wave and were, therefore, not included in the present table. Different subscripts connote significant group differences at p < .05.




	
Table S19
Demographic Characteristics by Consistency in Self-Reported Sexual Orientation Among a Sample of Unrelated Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,413)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Heterosexual consistent youth (n = 6,334)
	Sexual-orientation inconsistent youth (n = 389)
	Sexual minority consistent youth (n = 690)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	48.10
	50.60
	54.80
	2 (6) = 25.35, p < .001

	Black
	%
	16.10
	13.40
	11.40
	--

	Latinx
	%
	23.20
	21.30
	18.70
	--

	Other
	%
	12.70
	14.70
	15.10
	--

	Females
	%
	40.50
	70.20
	77.70
	2 (2) = 448.39, p < .001

	Males
	%
	59.50
	29.80
	22.30
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	00.10
	05.10
	12.90
	2 (2) = 686.98, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.46 (0.51)a
	09.50 (0.51)a, b
	09.51 (0.51)b
	F(3, 7402) = 4.11, p < .05

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	72.40
	69.80
	74.20
	2 (2) = 2.46, p = .29

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.24 (2.86)a
	16.51 (2.43)a, b
	16.65 (2.42)b
	F(3, 7401) = 8.01, p < .001

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.09 (2.49)a
	07.02 (2.49)a
	07.41 (2.24)b
	F(3, 6749) = 5.21, p < .01

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	03.90
	02.60
	03.20
	2 (2) = 2.36, p = .31

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	13.89 (12.02)
	14.01 (11.27)
	13.39 (11.03)
	F(3, 7126) = 0.57, p = .57

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	 -0.36 (0.90)a
	-0.47 (0.87)b
	-0.37 (0.89)a, b
	F(3, 7410) = 3.49, p < .05

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 2
	%
	 02.80
	13.80
	09.40
	2 (2) = 159.33, p < .001

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 3
	%
	 02.60
	19.40
	18.80
	2 (2) = 473.08, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	 0.00 (0.80)a
	00.29 (0.87)b
	00.23 (0.87)b
	F(3, 7408) = 46.15, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	-0.04 (0.85)a
	00.41 (0.96)b
	00.45 (0.98)b
	F(3, 6994) = 136.38, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	-0.07 (0.88)a
	00.48 (0.92)b
	00.54 (0.95)b
	F(3, 6584) = 191.87, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	-0.07 (0.90)a
	00.40 (0.90)b
	00.58 (0.84)c
	F(3, 6392) = 189.85, p < .001

	Note. 1 405 youth did not have complete sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	
Table S20
Demographic Characteristics by Consistency in Self-Reported Sexual Orientation for Sample of Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 3,880)1

	
Key study variables
	
Statistic
	Heterosexual consistent youth (n = 3,492)
	Sexual-orientation inconsistent youth (n = 146)
	Sexual minority consistent youth (n = 242)
	
One-way ANOVA or 2 test

	White
	%
	58.80
	63.00
	57.00
	2 (6) = 13.88, p < .05

	Black
	%
	14.50
	14.40
	10.30
	--

	Latinx
	%
	15.50
	13.00
	14.50
	--

	Other
	%
	11.30
	09.60
	18.20
	--

	Females
	%
	44.40
	67.80
	83.50
	2 (2) = 162.60, p < .001

	Males
	%
	55.60
	32.20
	16.50
	--

	Non-cisgender youth
	%
	00.00
	05.50
	09.50
	2 (2) = 288.61, p < .001

	Age at baseline
	M (SD)
	09.51 (0.51)
	09.47 (0.51)
	09.59 (0.49)
	F(3, 3875) = 2.86, p = .06

	Two (vs. single) parents
	%
	76.80
	70.50
	69.80
	2 (2) = 8.78, p < .05

	Parental education
	M (SD)
	16.52 (2.51)
	16.68 (2.40)
	16.80 (2.22)
	F(3, 3872) = 1.68, p = .19

	Parental income
	M (SD)
	07.47 (2.31)
	07.55 (2.19)
	07.43 (2.14)
	F(3, 3580) = 0.10, p = .90

	Foreign-born youth
	%
	01.40
	02.10
	01.70
	2 (2) = 0.56, p = .75

	%Census tract below poverty
	M (SD)
	11.54 (10.82)a
	14.44 (15.13)b
	12.03 (11.01)a, b
	F(3, 3551) = 4.65, p < .05

	Structural sexual minority stigma
	M (SD)
	-0.14 (0.79)a
	-0.32 (0.78)b
	-0.20 (0.76)a, b
	F(3, 3877) = 4.14, p < .05

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 2
	
	02.60
	15.30
	10.80
	2 (2) = 94.66, p < .001

	Sexual-minority discrimination Wave 3
	
	02.40
	20.00
	18.40
	2 (2) = 226.58, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 1
	M (SD)
	-0.12 (0.79)a
	00.21 (0.91)b
	00.15 (0.86)b
	F(3, 3877) = 23.65, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 2
	M (SD)
	-0.15 (0.84)a
	00.27 (0.99)b
	00.35 (1.03)b
	F(3, 3752) = 51.70, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 3
	M (SD)
	-0.15 (0.90)a
	00.22 (0.97)b
	00.50 (0.86)c
	F(3, 3654) = 68.69, p < .001

	Pubertal timing Wave 4
	M (SD)
	-0.17 (0.92)a
	00.23 (0.99)b
	00.55 (0.78)c
	F(3, 3451) = 76.87, p < .001

	Note. 1 170 youth did not have complete sexual minority self-identification data at each wave and were thus not included in the present table. Different subscripts within each row connote significant group differences at p < .05.



	Table S21
Measurement-Invariance Assessment of Pubertal Timing across Time

	Parameters
	
	Singletons
	Siblings

	Factor loadings
	
	B (SE)
	B (SE)

	Wave-1 pubertal timing BY
	
	
	

	
	Wave-1 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.88 (0.01)***a
	0.87 (0.02)***a

	
	Wave-1 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.38 (0.01)***a
	0.39 (0.02)***a

	Wave-2 pubertal timing BY
	
	
	

	
	Wave-2 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.94 (0.01)***b
	0.95 (0.01)***b

	
	Wave-2 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.62 (0.01)***b
	0.60 (0.02)***b

	Wave-3 pubertal timing BY
	
	
	

	
	Wave-3 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.94 (0.01)***b
	0.95 (0.01)***b

	
	Wave-3 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.76 (0.01)***c
	0.74 (0.01)***c

	Wave-4 pubertal timing BY
	
	
	

	
	Wave-4 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.94 (0.01)***b
	0.95 (0.01)***b

	
	Wave-4 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.78 (0.01)***d
	0.79 (0.01)***d

	Intercepts
	
	
	

	
	Wave-1 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.06 (0.01)***
	-0.09 (0.01)***

	
	Wave-2 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.06 (0.01)***
	-0.09 (0.01)***

	
	Wave-3 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.06 (0.01)***
	-0.09 (0.01)***

	
	Wave-4 parent-reported pubertal timing
	0.06 (0.01)***
	-0.09 (0.01)***

	
	Wave-1 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.05 (0.01)***
	-0.07 (0.02)***

	
	Wave-2 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.05 (0.01)***
	-0.07 (0.02)***

	
	Wave-3 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.05 (0.01)***
	-0.07 (0.02)***

	
	Wave-4 youth-reported pubertal timing
	0.05 (0.01)***
	-0.07 (0.02)***

	Note. Different subscripts within each column connote significant differences between estimates as indicated by chi-square tests. The factor loadings for parent-reported pubertal timing could be constrained to be equivalent across the latter three assessments (singleton: 2(2)=4.17, p=.12; sibling: 2(2)=0.35, p=.84) but not for the first assessment (singleton: 2(1)=16.21, p<.001; sibling: 2(1)=9.24, p<.01). The factor loadings for youth-reported pubertal timing could be constrained to be equivalent across all four waves (singleton: 2(3)=852.28, p<.001; sibling: 2(3)=330.07, p<.001).




	Table S22
Statistical Fit Indices & Unstandardized Parameter Estimates, B (SE) by Different Models of Change for Key Constructs among Early Adolescent Singletons (n = 7,818)

	
	Sexual minority self-identification
	Pubertal timing

	Univariate Autoregressive Model
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI
	00.00 [0.00, 0.02]
	 0.06 [0.05, 0.07]

	CFI
	01.00
	 0.99

	SRMR 
	00.01
	 0.02

	Path T1 T2; B (SE)
	01.60 (0.16)***
	 0.71 (0.01)***

	Path T2 T3; B (SE)
	01.21 (0.10)***
	 0.75 (0.01)***

	Path T3 T4; B (SE)
	00.96 (0.07)***
	 0.79 (0.01)***

	Latent Intercept Model
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI 
	00.10 [0.10, 0.11]
	 0.21 [0.20, 0.22]

	CFI
	00.87
	 0.82

	SRMR 
	00.16
	 0.13

	Intercept – Fixed B (SE)
	00.00 (0.00)
	 0.06 (0.01)***

	Intercept – Random B (SE)
	51.52 (144.96)
	 0.52 (0.01)***

	Latent Growth Curve Model
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI 
	00.02 [0.02, 0.03]
	 0.12 [0.12, 0.13]

	CFI
	00.99
	 0.96

	SRMR 
	00.01
	 0.05

	Intercept – Fixed B (SE)
	00.00 (0.00)
	 0.04 (0.01)***

	Intercept – Random B (SE)
	13.62 (20.83)
	 0.53 (0.01)***

	Slope – Fixed B (SE)
	-0.46 (0.66)
	 0.01 (0.00)*

	Slope – Random B (SE)
	 6.99 (11.10)
	 0.07 (0.00)***

	Intercept & Slope Random B (SE)
	-0.72 (1.50)
	-0.06 (0.00)***

	Latent Growth Curve Model with Quadratic Term
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI 
	0.02 [0.00, 0.04]
	 0.01 [0.00, 0.03]

	CFI
	1.00
	 1.00

	SRMR 
	0.01
	 0.00

	Intercept – Fixed B (SE)
	 0.00 (0.00)
	 0.04 (0.01)***

	Intercept – Random B (SE)
	 1.60 (0.93)
	 0.56 (0.02)***

	Slope – Fixed B (SE)
	 0.26 (0.45)
	 0.01 (0.01)

	Slope – Random B (SE)
	 0.87 (0.95)
	 0.34 (0.02)***

	Quadratic – Fixed B (SE)
	 0.01 (0.13)
	 0.00 (0.00)

	Quadratic – Random B (SE)
	 0.06 (0.09)
	 0.03 (0.00)***

	Intercept & Slope Random B (SE)
	 0.50 (0.34)
	-0.08 (0.02)***

	Intercept & Quadratic Random B (SE)
	-0.20 (0.09)*
	 0.00 (0.01)

	Slope & Quadratic Random B (SE)
	-0.14 (0.23)
	-0.08 (0.01)***

	Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <.001. 





	Table S23
Statistical Fit Indices & Unstandardized Parameter Estimates, B (SE) by Different Models of Change for Key Constructs among Early Adolescent Siblings (n = 4,050)

	
	Sexual minority self-identification 
	Pubertal timing

	Univariate Autoregressive Model
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI
	00.00 [0.00, 0.02]
	 0.05 [0.04, 0.07]

	CFI
	01.00
	 0.99

	SRMR 
	00.01
	 0.02

	Path T1 T2; B (SE)
	01.31 (0.17)***
	 0.69 (0.01)***

	Path T2 T3; B (SE)
	01.54 (0.20)***
	 0.76 (0.01)***

	Path T3 T4; B (SE)
	00.81 (0.11)***
	 0.82 (0.01)***

	Latent Intercept Model
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI 
	00.08 [0.07, 0.09]
	 0.21 [0.20, 0.22]

	CFI
	00.92
	 0.82

	SRMR 
	00.19
	 0.14

	Intercept – Fixed B (SE)
	00.00 (0.00)
	-0.08 (0.01)***

	Intercept – Random B (SE)
	42.67 (95.16)
	 0.52 (0.01)***

	Latent Growth Curve Model
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI 
	00.02 [0.02, 0.03]
	 0.12 [0.11, 0.13]

	CFI
	00.99
	 0.96

	SRMR 
	00.01
	 0.04

	Intercept – Fixed B (SE)
	00.00 (0.00)
	-0.08 (0.01)***

	Intercept – Random B (SE)
	02.58 (1.12)*
	 0.50 (0.01)***

	Slope – Fixed B (SE)
	00.21 (0.18)
	 0.00 (0.00)

	Slope – Random B (SE)
	00.68 (0.41)
	 0.07 (0.00)***

	Intercept & Slope Random B (SE)
	-0.24 (0.23)
	-0.05 (0.00)***

	Latent Growth Curve Model with Quadratic Term
	
	

	RMSEA, 90% CI 
	0.10 [0.07, 0.13]
	 0.00 [0.00, 0.03]

	CFI
	0.98
	 1.00

	SRMR 
	0.03
	 0.00

	Intercept – Fixed B (SE)
	 0.00 (0.00)
	-0.08 (0.01)***

	Intercept – Random B (SE)
	 1.45 (1.18)
	 0.55 (0.03)***

	Slope – Fixed B (SE)
	-0.65 (16.57)
	 0.00 (0.01)

	Slope – Random B (SE)
	 0.80 (8.97)
	 0.35 (0.03)***

	Quadratic – Fixed B (SE)
	-0.08 (0.15)
	 0.00 (0.00)

	Quadratic – Random B (SE)
	 0.14 (3.18)
	 0.03 (0.00)***

	Intercept & Slope Random B (SE)
	 0.47 (8.11)
	-0.09 (0.03)**

	Intercept & Quadratic Random B (SE)
	00.00 (0.00)
	 0.01 (0.01)

	Slope & Quadratic Random B (SE)
	00.00 (0.00)
	-0.09 (0.01)***

	Note. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <.001. 




